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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 20-24. 27-29. 44-53 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to applicants response filed on 8/22/06. Claims 20-24, 27- 
29, 44-53 are now pending in the present application. This action is made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 20-24, 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

As to claim 20, the claim recites a limitation in which a mobile device transmits 
information content in a broadcast mode . However, the specification only describes a 
mobile device that receives information content in a broadcast mode. The specification 
never suggests a two way communication between the mobile device aYid the 
broadcast transmitter. Accordingly, the limitation in which a mobile device transmits 
information content in a broadcast mode is a new subject matter and was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 
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3. Claims 50-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

As to claim 50, the claim recites a limitation in which the transceiver of a mobile 
device is arranged to transmit information content in a broadcast mode (based on 
Applicant's argument). However, the specification only describes a mobile device that 
receives information content in a broadcast mode. The specification never suggests a 
two way communication between the mobile device and the broadcast transmitter. 
Accordingly, the limitation in which a mobile device transmits information content in a 
broadcast mode is a new subject matter and was not described in the specification in 
such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC a 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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5. Claims 44, 48-50, 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Lorangetal (US 5,548,814). 

Regarding claim 44, Lorang discloses a mobile device comprising: 

means for receive signals from a broadcast transmitter and from a local- 
casttransmitter as claimed (see Fig. 1 1 , col. 12, lines 44-46, 64-66); 
means for transmitting information as claimed (see col. 7, lines 14-16). 
Regarding claim 48, Lorang discloses the device is configured to transmit 
information in localcast mode (see col. 12, lines 44-46, 64-66). 

Regarding claim 49, Lorang discloses the device is configured to transmit 
information to another mobile over a localcast link (see col. 7, lines 14-16 and col. 12, 
lines 64-66). 

Regarding claim 50, Lorang discloses an antenna assembly, a transceiver and a 
microcomputer assembly as claimed (see Fig. 2 and col. 5, line 50 - col. 6, line 21). 

Regarding claim 52, it is clear that Larang would disclose a digital signal 
processor which is arranged to perform control, scheduling and post-processing task as 
claimed (see Fig. 1 0 and col. 1 1 , line 42 - col. 1 2, line 1 5). 

Regarding claim 52, it is clear that Larang would disclose a transceiver as 
claimed (see Fig. 10). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC a 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 45-47, 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Lorang et al in view of Hoff (US 5,168,271). 

Regarding claim 51, it is rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 50 
above. In addition, since Lorang suggests using standard paging FM architecture for 
communication, and since the standard paging FM architecture uses FM subcarrier 
signals for modulation, it is clear that Lorang would implicitly or obviously teach FM 
subcarrier signals as disclosed by Hoff (see Fig. 10, 1 1 ), whereas when communicating 
in locast mode, the frequency used would be locally-unused portion of an FM band in 
order to prevent interferences with FM subcarrier signals broadcasted in the broadcast 
mode. 

Regarding claim 45, it is rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 51 
above. In addition, Hoff discloses the transceiver is arranged to test a selected station 
for a main channel signal and a subcarrier signal as claimed (see col. 12, line 59 - col. 
13, line 2), frequency searching. 

Regarding claim 46, it is rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 51 
above. In addition, it is clear that Lorang as modified would disclose the transceiver is 
arranged to capture a packet from the acquired subcarrier signal as claimed (see Hoff, 
Fig. 10). 

Regarding claim 47, it is rejected for the same reason as set forth in claim 51 
above. In addition, since Hoff discloses a signal level detector, Hoff would disclose 
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means for receiving a signal is further arranged to detect loss of a signal and signal 
quality as claimed (see col. 8, lines 1-8). 



Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 8/22/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

As to claim 20, Applicant's argument regarding the transmitting feature of the 
mobile device in a broadcast mode are rendered moot in view of the new ground of 
rejection. 

As to claim 44, Applicant contends that 

Lorang fails to teach (or fairly suggest) means for receiving a signal that is arranged to receive a 
first broadcast signal from a broadcast transmitter when the mobile device is in a broadcast mode and is 
arranged to receive a first localcast signal from a localcast transmitter when the mobile device is 
in a localcast mode. As defined by the specification (page 2, first full paragraph), a localcast mode is 
used to transmit information over a relatively short range, such as within an office or on a corporate 
campus. Furthermore, localcasting is distinguished from point-to-point communications in the 
specification (page 3, lines 7-13). 

In contrast, Lorang in Figure 1 1 merely describes alternate paths of communication to the PDU 
(portable data unit) to be used when other paths fail. For example, the least preferred path, but having the 
greatest range, is the "stick" 20 paging cell (FM transmission only), which does not provide an 
acknowledgement that the transmission has been received (see discussion at col. 12, lines 42-67). Thus, 
it is noted that the paging cell only transmits data to the PDU, and the PDU cannot broadcast (or 
localcast) to the paging cell stick. Applicants further note that the "office" and "home" coils are described 
by Lorang as functional equivalents (see Col. 12, lines 46 and 47) and thus one cannot be in a broadcast 
mode and the other in a localcasl mode. 
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In response, the only point that the Examiner can understand from the above 
arguments is that Applicant argues that the PDU cannot transmit data to the paging cell 
stick . The Examiner agrees with this statement. However, claim 44 does not recite a 
limitation that would imply the mobile device would transmit data in a broadcast mode. 
Therefore, the rejection is maintained. Further, if claim 44 does recite a limitation that 
would imply the mobile device transmits data in a broadcast mode (i.e. based on 
Applicant's argument), a 35 USC 112 first rejection would be applied to claim 44 for the 
same reason as set forth in claim 20. 

As to claim 50, it appears to the examiner that Applicant again argues that the 
PDU in Lorang cannot transmit data to the paging cell stick and that claim 50 also 
recites a limitation in which the mobile device would transmit data in a broadcast mode. 

In response, the examiner asserts that Lorang discloses a mobile device (PDU) 
that can receive signals from a paging cell stick, and this would read on communicate 
(or receive) with a broadcast transmitter in a broadcast mode. The PDU can also 
receive/transmit signal to/from an "office" and 'home" cell, this would read on 
communicate (or transmit and receive) with a local-cast transmitter in a localcast mode. 
Therefore, Lorang would disclose claimed limitations and the previous rejection is 
maintained. Otherwise, if claim 50 does recite a limitation that would imply the mobile 
device transmits data in a broadcast mode (i.e, based on Applicant's argument), a 35 
USC 112 first rejection would be applied to claim 50 for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 20. 



Application/Control Number: 10/713,627 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2618 

For foregoing reasons, the examiner believes that the pending claims (20-24, 27- 
29, 44-53) are not allowable over the cited prior art. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

10. Any response to this final action should be mailed to: 

Box A.F. 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry) 
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(571 )-273-7893 (for informal or draft communications). 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Due M. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-7893, 
Monday-Thursday (9:00 AM - 5:00 PM). 

Or to Matthew Anderson (Supervisor) whose telephone number is (571) 272- 

4177. 



Oct 18, 2006 




